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The Most Beautiful 


UR eS issue is devoted almost entirely to the work of one ends 
0” of the National Woman’s Party, Edwina Austin Avery. This is as 
it should be, for Mrs. Avery, in her capacity as chairman of the 
National Government Workers’ Council, stands on this Christmas Eve as 
a potential Santa Claus for all the women of our country. For many months, 
in fact even before the iniquitons Section 213 of the Economy Act was finally 
adopted, Mrs. Avery has been working with a devotion worthy of the organi- 
zation that she heads, to secure for women the right to meeety and to earn 
their living. 

Any reasonable person might suppose that these bene rights wonla ‘ie 
assured by any country pretending to be civilized, but this is not the case 
The Congress of the United States defies the dictates of nature, passes legis- 


lation designed to break up the home and bring legal marriage into disrepute, 


and punishes women for being good wives and mothers by depriving them 
of their positions and their incomes. From this insanity Mrs. Avery is 
attempting to save our National Government. 

She stands as a symbolic figure; Woman, fighting for the sacred right 
of love and marriage, for her children, for the work of her own hands, the 


“home. It is a beautiful gift that Mrs. Avery would give to women this 
Christmas Eve, if she had her way; the most beautiful gift in the whole 
25 wide = the right to love honorably. 


N EW pilot takes the helm: as Chairman = the National Woman's Party 
on January 1. 


The pilot going aioe the side i is Anna Kelton —_ The pilot 


| : going forward to the bridge is Florence Bayard Hilles. 


The Woman’s Party owes a great deal to Mrs. Wiley for her three years of 
devoted service. Dr. Harvey W. Wiley, who was known from one end of the 
country to the other as the author of the Pure Food Law, and loved for his 
manifold services to humanity, did much to stimulate belief in the cause of 


equality between men and women. Dr. Wiley was as deeply interested in 


this cause as his wife, as evidenced by gedipation in his 


Wiitven - just pefore ‘his death: 


“To Anna Kelton Wiley, my beloved wife, ‘mother of my boys, 

who without neglecting her motherly and household duties, has 

_ devoted her life to the welfare of women, first*to secure for them the 

right to vote, and second, equality before the law, with my full con- 

sent and approval, I dedicate this book, a simple narrative of my life, 

_its victories and defeats, Her character and devotion to me have 

- been strong factors in my pmccess and her sympathy and advice 
inspiration in defeat.” | 


During the last three years Mix Wiley has not pe her shase: her money 
or her energy in behalf of justi¢e to women. It is typical of her that she has 
driven her automobile 3,500 miles on speaking trips and campaigns for the 
Woman’s Party. The latest, but we hope not the last of her tours, was over 


: the Eastern Shore of Maryland when she campaigned in behalf of jury 


service for Maryland women. 

Mrs. Wiley’s membership ‘in the District of Columbia Federation of 
Women’s Clubs has been of the same duration as her membership in the 
Woman’s Party. In 1912, the same year that she met and fell under the 
spell of Miss Paul’s leadership, she became the president of the Housekeepers’ 
Alliance, one of the federated clubs of the District. Since then she has served 
as recording secretary and then as vice-president of the District Federation. 
Always identified with the philanthropie and club life of Washington, she 
has lately been made chairman of the Clothes Conservation Committee under 
the District of Columbia Committee on Employment, This committee strives 
to collect and distribute clothing to the needy and its work is becoming daily 
more important and engrossing as this bitter winter advances. Mrs. Wiley 


resigned the chairmanship of the National Council last May, when she was 


elected to the presidency of the Federation, but her resignation was only 
accepted on December 12 last, and then with deep regret. Fortunately we do 
not lose her from the National Council. Our good when go _— her and 

our enduring gratitude. 
We promise onr readers that they shall hear of Mrs. Wiley in tii pages 


frequently, in the future as in the past, for with the assumption of her new . 


obligations she will but carry the cause ef women into wider fields. 
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place, the scent of Christmas greens, 
candlelight, and curtains drawn 
against the snow-covered out-doors im- 


| OGS crackling in the capacious fire- 


parted a- delightful and intimate pre- 


Christmas atmosphere to the Sunday 
afternoon tea given on December 18 by 


the Business and Professional Women’s 


Council of the National Woman’s Party 
at the Hamilton Street Club in Baltimore. 

There were two speakers. Edwina Austin 
Avery of the Government Workers’ Coun- 
cit of the National Woman’s Party came 
over from Washington to acquaint the 
Baltimore business and _ professional 
women with the details of the struggle in 
which married women government work- 
ers are inyolved to retain their jobs. Mrs. 
A. Morris Carey of Baltimore brought a 
Christmas message, maintaining that the 
love of God, if men and women permitted 
it to sway their lives, would rid the world 
of its depression and misery. 


Ida I. Kloze, president of the Business — 


and Professional Women’s Council of 
Maryland, presided, Follewing the speak- 


ing, there was a beautiful musical pro- 
gram, consisting mainly of Christmas | 


carols, in which those participating were: 
Senna Cocoliva, soprano; Julia Pinti, vio- 
linist; and Rose Peters, pianist. 
According to Mrs. Avery, a crisis has 
been reached in the affairs of the self- sup- 
porting woman that is not by any means 
confined to the national capital, although 


itis in Washington that the most strategic 


fighting is at present taking place. The 
na women government workers are 


not fighting for themselves alone. It is 


not only their jobs, but every woman’s — 


job, that is at stake, whether she be mar- 
ried or unmarried, whether living in the 
United States or elsewhere, and whether 
serving the aii up or a private em- 
ployer, 

“In taking this stead in Washington to- 


day,” -Mrs. Avery said, “we feel that we 
_are fighting the battle for women all over 
the world; This same sort of movement 
thai is now directed” against married 


women will later be directed against all 
women. 


very thing.” 

Tracing the history of the movement to 
replace women government workers with 
men, which reached its climax when Con- 


gress at its last session included the ob-— 
noxious “married persons” clause in the 


Economy Act. Mrs. Avery said that it 


began in 1919 when the soldiers came back | 


from the World War, and business and 
industry were not able to absorb them as 
quickly as was expected, At that time 
three great veterans’ associations, she ex- 
plained, took the stand that women should 


be returned to their firesides, and their 
positions should be filled by soldiers, 


sailors and marines. Two of the associa- 


tions, however, later reversed their atti- 
- tude, and the American: Legion has come 


out very emphatically against the’ type 
of legislation that is exemplified in = 
“married persons” clause. 

Legislation of this character, Mrs, 
Avery. continued, is fundamentally bad 


There is to be a meeting in | 
Czecho- Slovakia 1 in August to discuss bea 


for two reasons: It discriminates mgsinst 
women, and is an entering wedge that will 
eventually be used to take away the right 
of all women to work. And it is a direct 
attack on marriage. She pointed out the 
injustice of a measure that. is supposed 
to eure economic ills by demanding sacri- 
fices of positions only from those who 
“made the mistake of getting married.” 


An economic measure of this type, to be - 
logical and just, she said, would demand ~ 


the same sort of sacrifice from a son or 


daughter whose father was employed, And 


why should nét those of ‘independent 
means, by the same token, be made to sur- 
render their jobs to jobless persons with 


dependents? 


Men, she concluded, regard work as an 
inalienable right, and the time has come 
when women must demand that right as 
unconditionally for themseives. “I don’t 


-eare what the economic needs of the mo- 
ment are,” she protested. 


“If we want to 
work, it’s our right. 
well as the men. We must attack this 
problem from the standpoint otf all the 
people. That’s our job!” 


Mrs. Carey, who followed Mrs. Avery, | 


concurred heartily with her that “every 


one who wants to work should have: the 


right to work—men as well as women.” 
She blamed the present depression on the 


fact that-mew and women have organized 
the world not on the principle of co- 


operation, but on the principle of gain, 


thus running counter to the will of God 


before whom there are no _ privileged 
classes but ou stand on an equal —— 


Council held its regular monthly 


HE National Government Workers’ 
meeting on December 15, at the resi- 


dence of Maude Younger in Washington, 


D. GC. Enthusiastic interest was shown 


in the report of Edwina Avery’s state- 


ment at the hearing of the Senate Econ- 
omy Committee on December 5, excerpts 
_ from whieh follow. The verbatim report 
of that part of the committee’s hearing 
was read by Emma Shaw, first vice-chair- 
man, who presided. 

The Committee on Membership reported 


the acquisition of 73 new members within — 
the past month, 21 of whom live in Detroit . 


and 16 in New York City. | 

STATEMENT OF Mrs. Avery BrErore THE 
SENATE CoMMITTER 

Mrs. Avery. Mr. Chairman, I represent 

the Government Workers’ Council of the 


National Woman’s Party, an organization . 


of women workers in the Federal service. 
Senator Dickinson. Do you want to 


make some suggestions with reference to 


the economy act? 


Mrs, Avery. Yes, sir. I have a very 
pertinent suggestion with reference to the 
economy act. 

My council and the entire body of the 


National Woman’s Party oppose the type 


of legislation embodied in Section 213 of 
the economy bill last year because we feel 
that it is discriminatory against women; 


that in depriving one group of women of 


employment, it tends to take away the 
right of all women to work; and, secondly. 
that this type of legislation is a direct 
attack on marriage. 


While the language of section 213 indi- 
cates no sex bias, it is and was in reality 
aimed at women. This fact was recog- 
nized during the last session of Congress 


by Members of both Houses in their state- 


ménts on the floor of the Senate and 
House and in their statements to the 
press. | 

It was recognized by the various execu- 


_ tive departments in the fact that the first 


data they.compiled was only compiled 


on women, and then by the press in the. 


fact that for the most part only women 
have been mentioned in connection with 
this section, and by the public, as shown 


open letters to the press, in the fact. 
that the three great organizations of 


veterans all had planks in their platforms 


calling for the dismissal of married wom-’ 


en, not men, 


It has been recognized since the pas- 
sage of the bill by the executive depart- 


We are persons as _ 


ments and the Civil Service Commission. 


in the canryIng out of the provisions i 
this section. 


that legislation depriving 


women of their. right to work is unjust, 
because the vast majority of women who 
work do so from weno? and not from 
choice. 

I have here a little i that shows 
some facts gleaned from a survey made by 
the Personnel Reclassification Board. It 
was released in the August number of the 
Labor Review. It was a survey ‘of 506 


married men employed by the Government 


in the cities of New York, Boston, Balti- 
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and New Orleans. 


revenue, 


4 » 


more, Chicage, and New Orleans, and it 

showed that less than 10 per cent. of these 

men supported their families without out- 
side income—that is, without the assist- 
ance of their wives or children. 

(The clipping is as follows:) 

Outsips Incomes to Suprorr 
FreprraL Tuan 10 
Per Centr. of Marrinp Men Intar- 
viewED Live on GoyERNMENT Pay— 


Nonrt or Group 1x Nattonan 
Was Limitep 


TO Men Earninc $2,500 or Less With 


DEPENDENTS. 
‘of 506 married men employed by the 


Government and recently by 


investigators of the United States Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, less than 10 per cent. 
of them support their Sameee without 


. other sources of income,. 


Nont Live In 
This fact was revealed in a survey made 
at the request of the Personnel Reclassi- 
fication Board. The result of the survey 
was made public in the August number 
of Labor Review. | 


The investigation was limited to men . 
earning $2,500 or less and having a wife 
-and at least one other dependent. Another 


report contained in the same publication 
indicated that the Government pays a 


better average wage to its employees 


under the $2, 000 grade than does ait 
enterprise. 
WIvESs ‘Bargnines 

The married men who were interviewed 
for the purpose of the survey live in 
New York, Boston, Baltimore, Chicago 
Many of those who 
found their salaries insufficient for their 


needs, the report showed, had ‘another 
income either earned by themselves in 
spare hours or by their wives or children, 
From 49 to 69 per cent., however, were 
found to have expenses greater than their 


total incomes and consequently were be- 
ing pushed further and further into debt 


daily, with little hope of ever becoming - 


solvent. 

From 15 to 32 per cent. of the wives of 
these Government employes work outside 
their homes and earn enough to help their 
husbands stay out of debt. This is par- 
ticularly true, the statistics show, in 


Chicago, where tneome from other sources. 


amounts to 32 per cent. of the total 


ineome, 


‘Many CHILDREN Workinc 
_ Of the cases studied, the men had ont- 
side employment in from 15 to 33 per cent, 
of the cases, and the children in many of 
the families were working. 
The survey revealed that in many in- 
stances relatives contributed money and 


clothing to the support of the family, 


salary is 78 per cent. of the total family 


which often was found to be living in 


cramped quarters in undesirable portions 
of the city, because of lower rents or in 
order to save car fare, 

The investigators reported that dental 
and medical care were lacking where 
badly needed and the necessities of life 
were used sparingly. 

Mrs. Avery. We maintain that this 


legislation is a direct attack on marriage, 


and for this reason: 
The Government personnel is composed 


_ of the following classes: 


(1) Single persons. 


In New Orleans the Federal 


Mairied persons whose or 
wives are not employed—perhaps the wife 
of a veteran who is disabled, or something 
like that. 

(3) Married persons whose husbands 
or wives are employed in business other 
than Government service and 

(4) Married persons whose husbands 


or wives are employed in the Government 


service. 
It is only the last class that thin sec 


tion affects. | 
Incidentally, although this is 


part of an economy bill, it not only effects 


no economy, but it is in fact @ very ex- 
_ pensive proposition, in that it lowers 
efficiency in the Government service. ft 


makes the criterion of employment the 


fact of whether or not the employee is | 


married to another employee, rather than 
whether he or she is efficient or qualified 
for the position and work to be dohe. 
Senator Dickinson. But you are dis- 
cussing this purely as a fundamental 


principle. It only is involved now in the 


question of dismissal from the service. 
Mrs. Avery. Absolutely. That is the 


very point, Mr. Dickinson, because when — 


you make that the criterion of dismissal 
or employment in the Government service 
you are getting away from the basis of 
the civil-service principle, which is only 
efficiency and qualification. You are set- 
ting up a false basis. : 

Senator Dickinson. No; we are 
to diversify employment. — 

Mrs. Avery. Then why just 
on married persons? 

Senator. Dickinson, 
an illustration, 

Suppose you have a husband and wife 
who are drawing $2,400 apiece. That 
makes $4,800. You have, over here, an- 
other person drawing $2,400 with depend- 


Let me give you 


ents. The question of dismissal arises. 


Do you think that the husband and wife 
should have two meal-tickets, while this 
person over here with dependents ought 


to be deprived of his or her meal ticket? 


Mrs. Avery. Can you judge, without 
looking into the facts in the case, how 
many are dependent on the husband’s and 
wife’s sz2lary? Then, furthermore, is the 
Uniied States Government a charitable 
institution? Should not the United States 
Senate and House set themselves up as 
looking out for the people of the United 
States as a whole? 

Senator DickINson, What want to 
suggest to you is that this provision. ap- 


_ plies only where you have a dismissal 


from the service, where somebody has to 


get along without a salary, and the ques- 


tion is whether the one family had better 
have two meal-tickets and another one 
have none. | | 
Mrs. Avery. Yes; but if you could set 
up @ commission whereby these people 
could go before it, and the facts could be 
established—if such a criterion should 


Equal Right 


~ have to be established in the United States 


it would be terrible—but if, as a last 
resort, we have to have anything like that, 
and you could set up a commission where- 
by these people could go before it so that 
you could see the circumstances, it seems 
to me that would be the best way to 
handle the matter. | | 
For instance, I have in my notes here 
that there has been, in the dismissal of 
these married women, no assurance— 
Senator DicKINSON. 
missals have there been under this pro- 
vision? 


Mrs. Avery. I should say that there 


were 50 in the Federal Farm Board that 


I know of, and I have some further notes 


‘here. 


I have that right along here. oe 
Senator Dickinson. But were they dis- 
missed because they were married? 
Mrs. Avery. Yes. | 
Senator Dickinson. 
reduction of personnel? 
Mrs. Worreci, It was because they 


Or because of a 


were married. In the reduction of per- 
- gonnel the question of whether they were 


married or single was taken into con- 


sideration. Then in the navy yard just 


recently there have been 56 others. I can 
take that up, if you will allow a caus 
as I go along. | 

I have not very much more en. 

Going back to this efficiency business, 
as a direct result of the enactment of this 
legislation employees who stood at the 
very top of their grade in efficiency have 
been dismissed, while the most inefficient 
in their line of work have been retained. 
It has foreed the recognition of women 
who were in the departments—this is 
an important point. — the services of 


which were crippled by such resignations, 
- because, as you know, under the economy 
act the executive departments have not 
been allowed to fill those vacancies; and 


these women have been dismissed, for 
instance, or have been forced to resign, 
say in the Department of Agriculture, in 


order to save their husband’s jobs in. 


the navy yard, 


In the Department of Agriculture, for 
instance, in one case a woman was a very 


efficient stenographer, the only stenog- 
rapher in a group of scientists. Her dis- 
missal leaves them without any steno- 
graphic help, and it is hurting the De- 


partment of Agriculture and does not — 


relieve the situation in the navy yard, 


because it does not save the men over 


there who have iat one salary. 
see? 
Then, the enactment of this legislation 


Do you 


has forced numbers of couples to take up — 


separate domiciles in the hope of retain- 


Mng their jobs, no matter how false that 
hope was. However, although the law 
clearly states that it is operative only — 


in eases where husband and wife are liv- 


ing together, in the application of the 


How many 
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law only divorces have been recognized. In 
other words, while these people have tem- 
porarily separated in the hope that this 
legislation would be repealed, they are 
being forced into permanent separation 
by the interpretation of the law by the 
Civil Service Commission. It has resulted 
in persons who were legally separated for 
other reasons being refused employment, 
although they were especially qualified 
for the positions to which it was desirable 
to appoint them. | 

If you will allow me to enlarge on that 
for just a minute, there is one young 
woman who has been living in Illinois, 
and for reasons of her own—I did not 
question her; it was none of my business, 
family trouble—she separated from her 
husband. She used to be employed in 
the Government service. When she was 


left without any support at all she came — 
on here to try to get her position back. 


Her husband is a Government employee. 
The bureau where she was employed was 
very anxious to reemploy her. They 
knew her efficiency and all that, and they 
endeavored to get her re-employed by an 
Executive order, because they needed 


work done that they knew she could do. 


She was refused reinstatement by the 
Civil Service Commission because she had 
separated from her husband since August 
1, although she had no knowledge what- 
soever of this economy act or its provi- 
sions, and although she filed any number 
of references as to character and the cir- 
cumstances under which she was sepa- 
rated from her husband. It leaves her 
without any employment. The woman 


can not get employment. Do you see what 


your act is doing? It has forced numbers 
of others to postpone their weddings in- 
definitely. 

Senator Dickinson. I will suggest to 
you that that is not very convincing to me. 

Mrs. Avery. That you are legislating 
against one class of people so that they 
can not get employment? : 

Senator Dickinson. No; that is not 
the situation. The situation is simply 
this: That woman was separated from 
her husband at her own option, not by any 
act of the Government. 

Mrs. Avery. No. a 

Senator Dickinson. When she comes 
back here and seeks employment she must 
seek employment, according to the stipu- 


lation that the law provides must be met 


in order to get back into the Govern- 
ment employ. 
Mrs. Avery. But how can this woman 
qualify when she has separated from her 
husband? She is living separate now. 
The Government then says that no mar- 
ried woman can be employed; don’t you 
see? They are setting up that false stand- 
ard, legislating against one class of peo- 
ple. in favor of another. 


Senator Dickinson. If she is not living | 


With her husband she probably has ample 


ground for divorce, or she would not have 


separated from him. 

Mrs. Avery. Yes; that is the idea, and 
she is getting one; but the Civil Service 
Commission refuses even to recognize 
that, under the provisions of the act. 

Senator Dickinson. We could not 
reach that situation by any law. 

Mrs. Avery. You can reach it by re- 
moving this law, because it is only this 
section of the law that requires the Civil 
Service Commission to rule that way. 

On August 1, approximately 50 em- 
ployees of the Federal Farm Board whose 
husbands or wives were in the Govern- 
ment service were placed on indefinite 
furlough. A very large number of these 


were women. In one case the wife, with 


a salary of 1,440, was assisting her hus- 


band in sending his son by a former mar- 


riage to college, and in supporting his 
aged mother. In another case the wife 
was working to assist in supporting three 
children and relatives who were out of 
employment, and in buying a home. The 
husband’s salary was less than $1,800. In 
another case, although the husband is em- 
ployed only part-time on a very small 
salary, the woman was furloughed with- 
out opportunity being given the couple of 
choice as to which one should go. 

I think it was in the mind of Congress 


that there should have been the oppor- 


tunity of choice; but there has not been. 
In certain instances that I know of, in 


the Government Printing Office, where the | 


Public Printer had both married em- 
ployees there, he gave them the oppor- 
tunity of choosing; and then in another 
case in the Civil Service Commission they 
gave the man the opportunity, but the 
woman was not given the opportunity. 
In that case her husband was earning less 
than she was. 

Senator Dickinson. How many mar- 
ried couples are there in Government 
service in all the District of Columbia? 

Mrs. Avery. I have no way of knowing, 
but I have arrived at it in this way: 
There are around 60,000 Government em- 
ployees in the District of Columbia, and 


a while back the Civil Service Commission | 


said that in the neighborhood of 20,000 
of those were women; and we know that 
not all of those are married women. If 
you should arrive at about 50 per cent. 
of those as being married women, per- 
haps, and then scale on down from that 
the number of women who would be af- 
fected by this provision, because a num- 


ber of them are employed on the outside, 


you see—— 

Senator Dickinson. Yes; but a num- 
ber of them have husbands who are em- 
ployed on the outside. 

Mrs. Avery.. That is it. 

Senator Dickinson. In other words, 
this would apply only to cases where both 
husband and wife were employed in the 
Government service. - 
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Mrs. Avery. That is the point I am 


making. 


Senator Dicwinenn: But you have no 
data on that subject? 

Mrs. Avery. No, sir. 

Senator Dickinson. Here is what 
grows out of the depression. 
you folks will admit it as well as I do: 

A young lady comes in here as a stenog- 
rapher, and a young man comes in as a. 
clerk. They meet in the department. They 
get married. The natural thing for them 
to-do is to want, both of them, to continue 
their salaries. 

Mrs. Avery. I do not know whether it 
is the natural thing, Senator, or whether 
in most cases, like my own, it was neces- 
sary. 

Senator Dickinson. I am not sure 
about that. Did you look your husband 


over well with reference to his earning | 


capacity before you married him? | 
Mrs. Avery. Yes, sir, I knew that, and 


he is fine young man. I will stand up 


for him, and I would choose him again to- 
day. But while nobody spreads his private 
affairs over the newspapers, people do 


_ have dependents; people do have things 


that they have to consider; and the point 
we make is that by this act there is no 
guarantee that the people who have de- 
pendents, or the people with only one 
salary, will be retained. So you see? — 
To go on with this statement, we know 


positively, we. have had information—of 


course this is nothing new; it is all 


through the States—that couples who 


were purchasing homes have had to lose 


them, together with the savings that they 


have invested ; but through the States the 
sympathy of Congress and everything else 
is attempting to help the situation. Con- 


gress is not legislating against these ‘Peo- 
ple to help them. 


Statements were made on the floor of 


the Senate during the debate on this bill, 
_ just as you have this morning, that it 


would be better to discharge married 


women whose husbands were employed | 


than to let a single person go, or one who 
was the sole support of a family. How- 
ever, it has been proven that although 
married persons have been discharged, 
there is no guaranty that the ones re- 


tained are those persons supporting large | 
families rather than single men or women _ 
- without dependents 0 or with independent 


means. 

If the basis for Government employ- 
ment is need, why discharge a married 
man with children or parents to support 
and retain an unmarried person without 
dependents and why allow anyone to 
work if he or she has independent means? 

In saying that one salary is enough for 
a family, is it not necessary to know 
whether that salary is $1,000 or $10,000, 
and whether the family consists of ‘one, 
five, or more? 

If one salary in a household is enough, 


I think 
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why especially penalize ? Why 
- allow a son or a daughter to work if the 
father is able to support them? There 


are many instances in which two or more> 


of a family are in Government service. 
Is it fair to legislate only against these 
few married people? Will not such leg- 
islation mean that in future years mar- 
riage can be only for the rich? 

Because of the injustices that have re- 
sulted from the enactment of this legisla- 
tion, public sentiment has changed to 
such an extent that the three veterans’ 
organizations that I spoke of earlier— 
the Veterans.of Foreign Wars, the Amer- 
ican Legion, and the Disabled American 
Veterans—who had these planks in their 
platforms requesting that all married 


~ women be dismissed everywhere, have 


omitted those planks from their platforms 
this year in their conventions. Certainly 
that does show a change in aameancd, 
does it not? 

‘We feel that the Senate plainly showed 
its own opposition to this section during 
‘the debate on it during the last winter, 
and when it sent the entire bill back to 
conference. Therefore, it is our hope that 
the committee will not only omit any such 
provision in the new bill, but will also 
support repeal of this —— in the pres- 
ent ay. 

Senator How would you 
handle this matter? Would you put a 
limitation on it? 

Mrs. Avery. I think this, Senator Me- 
Kellar: If you want to legislate along 
this line— I hope the United States Sen- 
ate will never see the time come when it 
will have to do this—but if you should 
want to do anything like that you could 
say, if you wanted to, that people who 
have an income from any source whatso- 
ever, a living income in Washington, 
should be dismissed first. It would have 
to be around $4,000, I imagine, if you are 
going to live. You can not get any kind 
of a place for a family of four, as mine is, 
for less than $60 a month. I am paying 
that. 
live in a place for which you pay $60 a 


month? I am paying that, and that is 


the smallest possible place, a 6-room 
house, 

Now, say $4,000: If you want to say 
_ that a person can not work or can not 
get income from any source if he gets 
more than $4,000, you can do that; but I 
hope it will never come to the point where 
the United States Senate will have to say 
that. But at least give every man and 
woman who is a voting citizen of the 
United States the right to work. Do not 
‘take that away from them. 


To be personal, I have studied and 
equipped myself in law, and yet you come 
along and say I can not work because I 
am married. 

Senator we just say, 


‘How many of you would like to 


as to that one particular piece of work— 

Mrs. Avery. Yes; you did. If the Gov- 
ernment of the United States goes on 
record to this effect, where can I find 
work outside? Do you not think that 
will influence the whole thing on the out- 
side? 

Senator Under present con- 
ditions, of course, that is very true. 

Mrs. Avmry. It is not only under pres- 
ent conditions, but you are setting up a 
principle all the time that we women have 
worked against and fought for years. We 
thought we had got you men to recognize 
the fact that we were really a little bit 


worth while, and that we were helping : 


you, even as our grandmothers did.. My 
grandmother and my great-grandmother 
stood side by side with their men and 
worked with them, and there was no ques- 
tion that they should or should not do 
that; but you men to-day are saying that 
we should not do that. 
Senator McKe 
—oh, no | 

Mrs. Avery. At least, if we ask for pay 
for it. | 

Senator McKetiar. Oh, no, no! It is 
just that you both shall not work for the 
Government in this time of arene; that 
is all. 

Mrs. Avery. Well, why do you want 
to set up the United States Government 
as a charitable institution? 

Senator We | had to 
do that in "the last two years, you know. 
We have had to set it up as a charitable 
institution, We are giving hundreds of 


Oh, no; not at all 


millions of dollars right now to charity | 


throughout the country. 

Mrs. Avery. Do you not think that be- 
cause of that you should bolster your 
ranks with the most efficient people you 
have? 

Senator McKe.uar. The question is 
about who is the most efficient. 

_ Mrs. Avery. Let your Civil Service 
Commission judge. 

Senator McKzetiar. I do not think in 
every case that both a husband and wife 
are the most efficient people. I would 
not say that. 

Mrs. Avery. I would not say it, either ; 
no. What I say is, let the Civil Service 
Commission judge. 


Senator McKetuar. You see, I am a 


single man, and I still have some views 
on the subject. [Laughter.] But that is 
not the reason. I regret very much that 
the Government has even to consider such 
a matter, and it would not do so except 
in this very grave stress, where so many 
are out of employment and unable to get 
it. | 

_ Mrs. Avery. I do not think you vill 
ever find, gentlemen, that you will solve 
your difficulties in 1932, any more than 
our forefathers or the Congress of the 
United States solved them years ago, by 
trying to right one wrong with another 


- 


the time I was.a boy. 


Equal Rights 


wrong; and I think you will be doing a 
great right and a great step forward if 
you will repeal this provision of law. 

Senator Our fathers of long 
ago, I will remind you, were nothing like 


as kindly disposed toward the women in 


a public way as we have been. I have 
been for giving women full rights from 
My forefathers 
thought they ought not to have any public 
rights at all; so if you appeal to them I 
am afraid that appeal would not mean so 
much. I think you had better atay in 
the present day. 

Mrs. Avery, Here is the idea. The 
Senator has been personal enough to say 
that he is single. He is the one single 
member of the committee this morning. 


Is it his idea that that is such a good sit- 


uation that he legislates so that poor 
people can not marry? 
Senator McKeiuar. Oh, no! 
purely a joke. 
Mrs. AVERY. Well, that is the way we 


That was 


feel, 
Senator think the trouble 


here is that you are attempting to ap- 
proach the problem purely from the stand- 


point of the right to labor. ~ 


Mrs. Avery. Yes, sir. 


Senator Dickinson. We are trying to 


approach it from the standpoint of equi. 


ties in the reduction of forces. _ 

I think Senator Byrnes, in talking off 
the record here a while ago, made avery 
pertinent suggestion. We know about this 
in industry. We know about it in schools. 
We know about it all along the line; and 


do not think the Government has been the 


first in initiating this policy. 


Mrs. Avery. Oh, I know that it has not. 


Senator Dickinson. It was initiated 
years and years ago in a number of insti- 
tutions where they have found it neces- 
sary to curtail forces. 

Mrs. Avery. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dickinson. I think probably 
it has grown up in the Government forces 
to a larger percentage by reason of the 
conditions I named heretofore, that young 
people are thrown together, and it is 
just natural that they will get married, 
and after they get married they want. to 
keep both salaries because they can live 
a little better, dress a little better, go a 
little more, and enjoy a few more privi- 
leges. There is no criticism of that on 


my part; but when it comes to the ques- 
tion of who has to lose his job, fundamen- 


tally there is a question here as to whether 
you shall have two meal-tickets in one 
family and none in another; and to me 
that is a very important thing. 

Mrs. Avery. The point I made, Senator 
Dickinson, is this: If you could insure 


that while you are cutting down you are 


only touching those people who can finan- 
cially live on the one salary, you would 
perhaps have a right to do it. 


Senator Dickinson. Of course we have 
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no human institutions that are perfect, 
and naturally there are going to be in- 
justices done. I know of no law that we 


pass in Congress that does not have in- 


equities in its application. There are 
pound to be inequities. We impose an 
income tax, and we get the reactions from 
it, and we find that the interpretations 
are discriminatory, and so forth; but you 
are bound to have inequities in this thing. 
It does seem to me, however, that in the 
administration of it the personnel officers 
of the various can 
the matter. 

Senator Byrnes. Let me ask you this 
question: If you were in charge of a de- 
partment, and that gentleman there [in- 
dicating a man in the committee room] 
had a wife working in the department, 
and that gentleman [indicating another 


man] had a wife who was at home, and 


they each had two children, and you 
were forced to the unpleasant duty of 
dismissing one of those men, which one 
would you dismiss—the man who had a 
wife working in the department, or the 
fellow who had no wife working in the 
department, when you knew it would re- 
sult in suffering to his wife and children 
at home? 

Mrs. Avery. If I allowed my heart to 
rule my mind, Senator Byrnes, I would 
discharge the man with the second in- 
come; but as a good personnel officer of 
the department, and living up to my oath 
of office to protect the Constitution as 
much as I could, I would certainly look 
into those men’s efficiency records. 

Senator Byrnes. But I am assuming 
that they are equally efficient. 

Mrs. Avery. Then I would say dis- 
charge the one with the two salaries, if 
they were equally efficient; but— 

Senator Byrnes. That is the problem 
we have in the administration. It may 
not be properly administered. 

Mrs. Avery. But you are not doing 
that. Let me tell you: Your Civil Service 
Commission itself, without any further 
legislation, wotld have taken care of that ; 
don’t you see? There the criterion is that 
the efficient will stay and the inefficient 
will go. 

If the problem ever came up, without 
any legislation on the part of Congress 
and the problem were put before any per- 
sonnel officer, “I have two people here who 
are absolutely equal in efficiency. I have 


to reduce my force. One of these persons 


has an independent income. this other one 


does not have,” do you not think that per- | 


sonnel officer would discharge the one 
with the other income, without any action 
of Congress? I do. | 

Senator Byrnes. It depends upon the 
influence of the man and wife, and so 
forth, in the particular bureau where 
_they were. Many of them are ten 4 influ- 
ential. 


Mrs. Avery. But those are not the peo- 


ple who are being hit, as you can see by 


these people who are here with us today. 
In the carrying out of this provision since 
Congress adjourned last July, none of 
these people with high salaries have been 
hit. Get the figures yourselves, if you 
want to, from the departments. It is 
people like these men here [indicating 
men in the committee room] who have 
been hit. 

Senator McKeriar. That is a 
ing statement. I voted against this pro- 


vision when it came up on the ground that 


it was not economy. 


Mrs. Avery. i know you did, and we 
are thankful for it. 


Senator McKetiar. But take the ques- 


| tion just as stated by Senator Byrnes. 
There is not any doubt about the equities 


demanding that in such a case the family 
that has two salaries would have one of 
its members dismissed; but if our Civil 
Service Commission, after putting that 
into law—and it was put in there, as I 
say, over my vote—has not carried it out, 
what is the use of putting it in? Do you 


mean to say the Civil Service Commission - 


is higher than the Congress, and has more 
power, and does not carry out our views? 
If so, I should like to know that. That is 
a very interesting question. 

Mrs. Avery. They certainly have been 
doing it, Senator McKellar, because in the 
discharge of men from the Navy Yard, for 
instance, I know of one man who stands 
99 in efficiency, No. 1 on his register, who 
has been let go, and men at the very bot- 
tom of the register have been retained. 

Senator McKetuar. May I have the 
name of that man, 80 that I can look 
it up? 

Mrs. Avery. His name is Harriman. 
There are a number of these other men. 
I have asked these men to compile a list 
of their ratings for you. I thought that 


_ would be interesting. 


Senator McKenuar. Yes. 

Mrs. Avery. These men are machinists, 
and they had very particular work; and 
you are doing this to your Navy Yard. 
You are discharging your best machinists 
because they are unfortunate enough to 
be married to women who are also in the 
Government service, and you are keeping 
the men at the bottom of the list. 

Senator Byrnes. In the case you refer 
to, the wives were kept in the Government 
employ and the husbands were discharged? 

Mrs. Avery. Yes, sir. 

Senator Byrnes. And these men will 
give us the ratings? 

Mrs. Avery. Yes, sir. | 

Senator Dickinson. As I understand 
your suggestion that the high-salaried 
people have not been affected is probably 
due to the fact that they happen to be in 


_ bureaus or allocated where there has not 


been a reduction of force. It is not be- 
cause they have been able to stay in the 
service. 
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Mrs. Aven’. It just happens, 


that that is the case. 


Senator Byrnes. In other words, the 
reduction in the personnel of the Navy 
Yard is on account of the fact that they 
have no work to do. 

Mrs. Avery. I will let them speak for 
themselves as to whether or not there are 
any men there who have not been effected. 
I prefer that they speak for themselves 


on that subject. 
Senator McKetuar. Of course the ob- 


ject of this provision is to spread work 
among people who have not work now. 

Mrs. Avery. Yes, sir. 

Senator McKeuar. And you can under- 
stand how desirable that is at the ie sag 
tiene. 

Mrs. Avery. But, Senator McKellar, 
this provision can not spread work, be- 
cause no one can come in and take these 
positions, and there is no guarantee that 
the people— 


Senator McKeuuar. There is an indirect 


way of spreading it by reason of the fact 


that you have kept it in a paved’ it 
know, 


Mrs. Avery. Yes; but thet is no guar- 
antee that the people retained have not 
private income from outside much greater 
than the person who is let go. | 
Senator McKeuiar. Have you a sugges- 
tion that might cure the matter as you 


see it, without actually repealing the pro- 
vision ? 


Mrs. Avery. Yes, sir. 

Senator McKetuar. As I say, it went 
in over my protest before, because it did 
not make for economy; but I can see that 
there is some wisdom in it, If you have 
an amendment which might obviate the 
two cases thatyou have in mind, and at 
the same time carry out the. good inten- 


tions of the act, I should like to have that 


amendment. 


Mrs. Avery. I think, Senator McKellar, 
that Congress has, in setting up the Civil 
Service Commission, set up the idea of 
an employing officer who will do a good 
job in keeping the best and in the most 
economical way and spreading the em- 
ployment to the best advantage for the 
Government, 

Senator I am afraid that we 
did not reach that high object in setting 
up that commission. 


Mrs. Avery. But anyway I feel that 
today, as yesterday, or at the time the 
commission was set up, if the thing is left 
to the commission so that people are dis- 
charged or retained on the ground of 


efficiency alone that you will spread your 


employment and you will not have the 
disruption and the feeling of insecurity 
in the Government service. What is the 
use of being a good clerk; what is the 
use of spending hours upon hours in over- 
time? In the three years that I worked, 
I put in 313 days overtime. What is the 
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use of doing that for a Congress that does 


not appreciate it? 

If you will let the Civil Service Cie: 
mission take care of it, I think that they 
will do a good job of it. 

Senator Dickinson. Let me make this 
suggestion: Of course, the Civil Service 


Commission acts entirely upon the effi- 


ciency rating. It has no other source. 
Mrs. Avery. Yes. 
Senator Dickinson. I think it is al- 
most universally admitted that married 
women are probably a little more efficient 


after a certain training than the younger 
group. I think that in school teaching, 


my understanding is, that the records 
show that. 
_ Now, the trouble here is that the Civil 


Service Commission is going to reach 


their conclusions purely from the one 
viewpoint, and they are not in a position 
to take into consideration the other 
things we have in mind. 

Mrs. Avery. Your personnel officer can 
do just as Senator Byrnes suggested, 


. where there are two cases the personnel — 
officer will do that, and 1 am sure that — 


most of them would do it. | 
‘ Senator Dickinson, Of course, there 


are a lot of single ere than 


there are married. 

Mrs. Avery. There are more me 
then married; yes. 
Senator We hear the 
side of the question, where the husband 


But the vote of Ravalli County deter- 
mined that Mrs. Corley should be elected 
to the position for a full term. With an 
unanimity of purpose surprising because 
so little time remained in which to at- 
tempt to reach the voters, Mrs. Corley’s 


the United - ‘States or the District of 
Columbia. 


‘That just means that preference shall 
be given. 

Senator Byrnes. Read on. 

Senator Dickinson. That is for the 
new employee. I do not think there is 
much objection to that case. 

Senator McKutuar. You object to that 
phase? 

Mrs. Avery. I object to any such false 
standard of employment. 

Senator Byrnes. She stands on princi- 


ple and she has got to object on a thee just 


the same as the other. — 
Senator McKutiar. She stands on prin- 


ciple and she is well able to defend it: _ 
Senator Byrnes. I do not think that — 


you are going to catch her with that. 
Senator Dickinson. Thank you. 

Mrs. Avery. I should like to make a 
little bit of a statement, too, in the de- 
fense of these people who have separated, 
because they have come to me and some 
of them are women who are 50 years of 


‘age, and more, who positively can not be 


employed any other place, and they said, 


_ “T feel certain that Congress is going to 
repeal this law. Now, if I lose my. posi- 


tion now, I can not get back in the Gov- 
ernment because of the civil-service rules. 
What shall I do? I feel that all I can do 
is to separate, temporarily, break up my 
home, in order to save this home and save 


far as is known, however, Mrs. Corley is 


the first woman to be elected to such an 
office in her own right for a full term, and 
certainly no other woman ever has been 
chosen through her name being written 
on the ballots by a majority of voters. 


Equal. Rights 


Senator ‘Why would not 
this modification be helpful, “married 
persons living with husband or wife and 
without immediate dependents”? That 
would ameliorate it very much. 

Mrs, Avery. That would ameliorate — 
the hardships, but it would not be satis. 
factory. It would still involve this prin. — 
ciple that Senator Byrnes says I stand — 
for, and I still stand on a. It would 
penalize marriage. 

Senator I how 
you would, because you are able to defend 
it, but when we are up against a proposi- 
tion like the one we are up against now, 
perhaps an amelioratoin would be better 

Mrs. Avery. It certainly would be bet- 
ter than what you have now. — or 

Senator Dickinson. That concludes 
your statement? 


Mrs. Avery. Yes, sir. 
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